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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to an amendment filed on March 26, 2007 for the 
application of Wei, for a "Method and apparatus for providing updated processor polling 
information" filed December 15, 2003. 
Claims 1-20 are pending in the application. 
Claims 1 , and 3-20 are rejected under 35 USC § 102. 
Claim 2 is rejected under 35 USC § 103. 

Claim Objections 

In view of the Applicant's argument, the objection of claims 16 and has been 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, and 3-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Takashima et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,347,372). 

As per claim 1 , Takashima discloses a method for providing updated processor 
polling information (Fig. 4) comprising: 
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collecting processor polling information at boot time to be provided to an 
operating system, said processor polling information describing operating conditions of 
an integrated processing system (Fig. 4, element 36) 

notifying the operating system that a triggering event has occurred, wherein said 
triggering event potentially alters said operating conditions of said integrated processor 
system (col. 8, lines 2-9) 

providing updated processor polling information during runtime to said operating 
system (col. 7, lines 43-46) said updated processor polling information reflecting 
operating conditions of said integrated processor system after the occurrence of the 
triggering event (col. 7, lines 26-42). 

As per claim 3, Takashima discloses the triggering event is based on an addition 
of a processor device (Fig. 8). 

As per claim 4, Takashima discloses the triggering event is based on a deletion 
of a processor device (Fig. 8). 

As per claim 5, Takashima discloses the triggering event is based on a 
deconfiguration of a processor device (col. 15, lines 6-13). 

As per claim 6, Takashima discloses performing a process on an object 
associated with a processor device and returning a value to an operating system of said 
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integrated processor system, wherein said value supercedes a corresponding processor 
polling information (col. 10, lines 4-22). 

As per claim 7, Takashima discloses the value that is returned is a zero 
indicating that the corresponding processor device is not to be polled (col. 10, lines 22- 
25). 

As per claim 8, Takashima discloses the value that is returned is a non-zero 
number indicating a minimum polling frequency (col. 10, lines 4-25). 

Claims 9-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Schultz 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,948,094). 

As per claim 9, Schultz discloses a computer program embodied on a computer 
readable medium (col. 2, lines 25-28) for providing updated processors polling 
information (col. 13, lines 36-46), the computer program causing a computer to perform 
the steps of: 

creating a processor polling information table, said processor polling information 
table being populated with boot time processor polling information, wherein said 
processor polling information describes operating conditions of an integrated processing 
system (col. 13, lines 36-46) 
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updating said processor polling information table upon receipt of a notification 
that a triggering event has occurred, wherein said triggering event may potentially alter 
said operating conditions of said integrated processor system (col. 15, lines 29-35). 

As per claim 10, Schultz discloses said computer program further causes said 
computer to: 

invoke a bus check notification (col. 9, lines 66-67 through col. 10, lines 1-3) 
upon an online addition of a processor device, wherein said bus check notification 
indicates to an operating system that a re-enumeration of a device tree needs to be 
performed, and wherein said operating system invokes a Poll for corrected Platform 
Error (_PPE) procedure that returns a value indicating a polling frequency for said 
added processor device (col. 13, lines 36-46). 

As per claim 1 1 , Schultz discloses said computer program further causes a 
computer to: invoke an eject request notification upon an online deletion of a processor 
device, wherein said eject request notification indicates to an operating system to 
update its CPEP table and not poll from said processor device which has been deleted 
(col. 17, lines 27-41). 

As per claim 12, Schultz discloses said computer program further causes a 
computer to: invoke a CPEP check notification invoked by an online deconfiguration of a 
faulty processor device, wherein the CPEP check notification indicates to an operating 
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system to invoke a _PPE procedure indicating to said operating system alternative 
processor devices to be polled (col. 17, lines 27-41). 

As per claim 13, Schultz discloses said computer program further causes a 
computer to: invoke a _PPE procedure object associated with a processor device, 
wherein said _PPE procedure object returns a value that supercedes a corresponding 
CPEP table processor polling information (col. 17, lines 27-41) and (col. 13, lines 36- 
46). 

As per claim 14, Schultz discloses a zero return value indicates that said 
corresponding processor is not to be polled (col. 13, lines 36-46). 

As per claim 15, Schultz discloses a non-zero return value indicates a minimum 
polling frequency (col. 13, lines 36-46). 

As per claim 16, Schultz discloses an apparatus for updating processor polling 
information (col. 15, lines 29-35) comprising: 

a corrected platform error polling (CPEP) table creator for creating a CPEP table 
coupled to an operating system, said CPEP table being populated with boot time 
processor polling information, wherein said processor polling information describes 
operating conditions of an integrated processor system (col. 13, lines 36-46) 
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a triggering event detector coupled to said operating system, said triggering 
event detector capable of detecting an occurrence of a triggering event, where said 
triggering event may potentially alter said operating conditions of said integrated 
processor system (Fig. 3) 

a CPEP table updator coupled to said operating system and further coupled to 
said triggering event detector, wherein, upon a receipt of a notification of an occurrence 
of a triggering event from said triggering event detector, said CPEP table updator 
provides updated processor polling information to said operating system based on said 
altered operating conditions (col. 13, lines 36-46) and (col. 15, lines 29-35). 

As per claim 17, Schultz discloses the triggering event detector is configured to 
detect an event triggered by an addition or deletion of a processor device (col. 17, lines 
27-41). 

As per claim 18, Schultz discloses the triggering event detector is further 
configured to detect an event based on a deconfiguration of a processor device (col. 17, 
lines 27-41). 

As per claim 19, Schultz discloses a polling frequency calculator coupled to said 
CPEP table updator (col. 15, lines 29-35), said polling frequency calculator configured 
to return a value that indicates a minimum polling frequency for a selected processor 
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device (col. 13, lines 36-46). 
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As per claim 20, Schultz discloses said polling frequency calculator is configured 
to forgo polling said selected processor device when said polling frequency calculator 
returns a zero value for said selected processor device (col. 17, lines 27-41) and (col. 
13, lines 36-46). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takashima et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,347,372) in view of Schultz et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,948,094). 
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As per claim 2, Takashima fails to explicitly disclose a corrected platform error. 
Schultz teaches: 

creating a corrected platform error polling (CPEP) table, wherein said CPEP 
table is populated with processor polling information collected at boot time (col. 13, lines 
36-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention to use the method of boot control device of Takashima et al. in combination 
with method of correcting a machine check error of Schultz et al. to effectively correct 
system errors. 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
motivated to make the combination because Takashima et al. discloses polling 
processors to detect their status (col. 7, lines 26-30). He also discloses of an error 
detection unit, which detects whether an error occurs in the processor-status data 
output by the "N" processors of the processor block 31 (Fig. 4, element 37). Schultz et 
al. discloses system error handling and correction (Fig. 3). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed March 26, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

As per claim 1 , in response to applicant's arguments that Takashima fails to 
teach or suggest, "collecting processor polling information at boot time to be provided to 
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an operating system; notifying the operating system that a triggering event has 
occurred, wherein said triggering event potentially alters said operating conditions of 
said integrated processor system; providing updated processor polling information 
during runtime to said operating system", the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Takashima discloses a host system that manages the processors by polling the 
processors and receiving status data and error data (col. 9, lines 56-67 through col. 10, 
lines 1-12). In the event of error detection, the defective processor is identified and 
isolated by setting its channel to an OFF status (col. 10, lines 4-25). 

Takashima discloses after the completion of the boot process, the processor 
status data is received by the (PS/D) 35 from the processor polling control unit (POLC) 
36. The polling control unit (POLC) 36 receives a polling period signal from the TSC 33 
and transmits the polling timing signal to the P/SD 35. The error detection unit (ERRD) 
37 detects whether an error occurs in the processor-status data output by the "N" 
processors of the processor block 31. The external port interface unit (EX/IF) 38 sends 
an external signal to the storage device 42 in order to update the information stored in 
the storage device 42 (col. 6, lines 27-46). 

As per claim 9, in response to applicant's arguments that Schultz does not teach 
or suggest "polling", the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues, "Col. 3 lines 
32-46 clearly state that PAL, SAL and the operating system are tightly coupled through 
the use of an interrupt type model." The Examiner would like to point out that Schultz 
discloses, "The operating system may disable this automatic interrupt notification 
and periodically poll the firmware to collect corrected error events." (col. 3, lines 56- 
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59). Schultz further discloses that the operating system can choose to disable the 
interrupt notification and use polling (col. 5, lines 35-39) and (col. 7, lines 21-30) and 
(col. 13, lines 39-42). Therefore Schultz discloses providing polling information. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elmira Mehrmanesh whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 5531. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 




